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MISSION

The New York City Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) is an independagncy that is

empowered to receive, investigate, prosecute, mediate, hear, make findings, and recommend action

on civilian complaints filed against members of the New York City Police Department (NYBbDthe

Department) that allege the use of excessive amnecessary Force, Abuse of Authority, Discourtesy,

IO OEA OOA 1T & | £EAT OEOA |, AT COACA8 4EA "1 AOAGO OOA
conducts investigations, mediations, and prosecutions in an impartial manner.

In fulfilment o f its mission, the Board pledges to:

1 encourage members of the community to file complaints when they believe they
have been victims of police misconduct;

respect the rights of civilians and officers;

encourage all parties involved in a complaint to come forward and prest
evidence;

expeditiously investigate each allegation thoroughly and impartially;
make fair and objective determinations on the merits of each case;

offer civilians and officers the opportunity to mediate their complaintswhen
appropriate, in order to promote understanding between officers and the
communities they serve;

1 recommend disciplinary actions that are measured and appropriate, if and when
the investigative findings substantiate that misconduct occurred;

1 engage in outreach in ordeto educate the public about the Agency and respond
to community concerns;

1 report relevant issues and policy matters to théolice Commissioner and the
public; and

1 advocate for policy changes related to police oversight, transparency, and
accountability that will strengthen public trust and improve police-community
relations.

NYC Civilian Complaint Review Board www.nyc.gov/ccrb Page P




L ETTER FROM THECHAIR

Dear Fellow New Yorkers,
| would like to take this opportunity to highlight some of theNew

implemented in the first half of 2018 to better servecivilians in our
City.

The Board began the year by instituting a pilot program aimed at
building consensusin the discipline recommendation procesgor
substantiated cases. The CCRB Disciplinary Framesk, discussed in
public session at the August 2018 Board Meeting, guides discussion
on whether the Board should recommendthargesand Specifications,
the most serious disciplinary recommendation The Framework is a
guide the Board considérsncluding thenature of the allegation, the
of fi cerds di sci fothliyaof#e grcumstascésinmygkjng deaisibns ablowt a case.
This pilot will continue for the remainder of 2018, dter which the Board will assess its success and
discuss further steps.

In February 2018, the Board unanimously approved a resolution to begin investigating sexual
harassmentallegationsmade against members of the New York City Police Department, and
instructed Agency staff to develop a financial and logistical plan to prepare to investigate sexual
assaultallegations. The Agency is collaborating with multiple entities, including Bellevue Hospital
Center,the New York City Alliance for Sexual AssaukorensicExperiential Trauma Interviewing,
and End Violence Against Women International to address training needsdditionally, mental
health providers specializing in sexual violencesuch as &fe Horizonand NYC Wellhave agreed to
be counseling providers forcomplainants and witnessesf sexual misconduct allegations.

Prior to the sexual misconduct resolution, wavorked 01T EIT DOT OA OEA ' CAT AUd O
effectively serve all complainants. To that end and as a result of collaboration with Thrive NYC

and our ongoing dialogue with Her@Help Connect andhe Mental Health Association of NY€ the

Agency recently adopted a policyo connect civilians who present with mental or emotional health
challenges with services through NYC Well, when appropriate.

Finally,in April 2018, trainers from the Perceptioninstitute conducted an implicit bias training
with all staff. The training, which the Agency intends to make a regular component of the staff
training protocol, covered the neuroscience of implicit biasthe socid science of how implicit bias
manifests in society and the workplaceand its effects. The trainingvas tailored to our staff and
incorporated Agencyspecific case studiesvith an eye toward practical solutions for identifying
when our objectivity is compromised and how to mitigate ourbiases while conducting
investigations, mediations, and prosecutions.

As anindependentagency, the CCRB has a unique role in the community. As the Agency works to
improve police-community relations and strengthen public trust in the CCRB, it is importanthat

we continue to update our policies and strengthen our process to ensure that we are best serving
our fellow New Yorkers. | am grateful to béeadinga Board committed to working diligently toward
accountability and jusice.

Sincerely,

fed Davie
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EXECUTIVESUMMARY

SECTIONL: COMPLAINT ACTIVITY

M

In the first half of 2018, the CCRB receive@,177 complaints within its jurisdiction, a

decrease from the 2,266 complaints received in the first half of 201(page8).

yl OEA EEOOO EAI £ 1 £ ¢mpyh oc¢cb T &£ AT I DBIAET 00 (
from alleged incidents that occurred in Brooklyn, which is home to approximately 31% of

OEA AEOQUS O ai)EhehighedE nuinbef obEcAnplints stemmed from incidents
occurringin” OT T ET5tRre@idt (which servesthe East New Yorkand Cypress Hills

neighborhoods), but the highest rate of complaints occurredin AT E A @&Pledindt

(which servesthe neighborhood of East Harlem) which had a complaint rate of 10 per

10,000 residents compared withfour per 10,000 residents for the 7% Precinct(page12).

Because of the longstandingpuB A AEOAOOOET 1T a0dR@E OFioA BT ¢ EGR3EQ | GEh
CCRB keepsack of all complaints allegng the stop, question, frisk, or search of a person.

Relative to thefirst half of 2017, these allegations have declinedlightly, from 448 to 419

(page l17).

SECTIONZ: INVESTIGATIVEFINDINGS

M

Over the last three halfyear periods, the substantiation rate (the percentage of full
investigations in which the Board votal to substantiate at least oneallegation) has

remained stable at 19%. The unsubstantiation ratéhe percentage ofcases in which it
could not be determinedby a preponderance of the evidencahether the alleged
misconduct occurred was 49% in the first half of 2018> the same percentage as the first
half of 2017 (page 28).

The truncation rate (the percentageof complaints that are closed without a full
investigation, mediation, or attempted mediation) remained fairly consistent betweenthe
first half of 2017 and the first half of 2018 (page 25). Complaints filed directly with the
CCRB are less likely to be truncated than complaints that are referred to the Agency. For
example, 69% of complaints that originatd x EOE . 90$8 0 )1 OAOT Al | £AEAEO
truncated in the first half of 2018, compared with 47% of complaints that originated with

the CCRBpage24).

In the first half of 2018, the CCRB began tracking cases that were withdrawn by
complainants or victims upon advice of their attorneys. Sometimes, when a complainant is
involved in criminal or civil litigation , they are advised by counsel to avoid making any
sworn statements in any other venue until the conclusion of theourt case. Beginning in
2018, for complaints closed due to pending litigation, CCRB investigators periodically check
court records to determine if the case has ended, and if so, attempt to reconnect with the
complainant. In the first half of 2018, 12 cases were reopened after initially being closed
due to pending litigation (page ).

SECTIONS: DISCIPLINARYPROCESS

T

In the first half of 2018, the Boardsubstantiated 114 complaints against 173 police officers
The BoardrecommendedChargesand Soecifications for 28% of the 173 officers against
whom there was a substantiatedallegaton, Command Discipline for 42%, Instructions for
18%, andFormalized Training for 12% (page 31).

NYC Civilian Complaint Review Board www.nyc.gov/ccrb Page




1 Cases in which the Board recommendShargesand Specifications are processed by the
Administrative Prosecution Unit (APU). In the first half of 2018, 21 of the 24 cases the APU
closed againsimembers ofservice (MOS) resulted in disciplinary action. In 19 of those
cases, thdPolice Commissioner imposed discipline ofeither forfeiture of between one and
20 vacation daysor suspension(page 38).

1 For complaints in which the Board did not recommed Chargesand Specifications, the
Police Commissioner imposed somtype of discipline 84% of thetime (page 3). In those
cases, he discipline imposed by thePolice Commissioner concurred with the Boards O
recommendation 54% of the time in the first half of 2018.This is higher than the 45%
concurrence rate(the percentage of the time that the discipline imposed by the NYPD
concurs with that recommended by the CCRBYr the first half of 2017. The number of
cases in which tre Board recommended some type of discipline, but no discipline was
imposed by thePolice Commissioner, decreased from21% in the first half of 2017 t010%
in the first half of 2018.

1 For cases closed by the APU, the concurrence ratas 26% in the firsthalf of 2018, a
decrease from 37% in the first half of 201 {page40). The most common reason foa
decrease inconcurrence in the first half of 2018wasthat when anofficer pled guilty and
agreed to a penaltythe NYPD requested a reduced penaltgcommendation in order to
finalize the pleaagreement ight cases, 3%). This is a significant increase from the first
half of 2017,when zero cases fell into thisategory. This proportional increase appears to
be the primary cause of thalecreasedconcurrencerate for APU caseg§page40).

SECTION4: MEDIATION

T Inthe first half of 2018, 48% of cases in which mediation was attempted by the Mediation
Unit were closed as completed mediations a similar percentage to the 49% average over
the last four halfyear periods (page4?2).

1 Inthe first half of 2018, the Mediation Unit conductedl25 mediation sessions, resulting in
120 satisfactory resolutions, a $% success rate. The remaininfive complaints were
returned to the Investigations Division (page44).

SECTIONS: RECONSIDERATIONS

1 Inthe first of half of 2018, the CCRB closed requests for reconsideration submitted by the
Department Advocates Office for 35 MO$a reconsideration request closed irthe first half
of 2018 may have stemmed from a complaint closed ia previous year) The Boardchanged
the disposition for three officers (9%), downgraded the discipline recommendation for
three officers (9%), maintained the original decision for22 officers (63%), and rejectedthe
other seven (20%) reconsideration requets. To date, the Department has requested
reconsideration for 12 MOS against whom an allegation was substantiated in the first half of
2018 (page47).

SECTIONG: THEIMPACT OFVIDEO

1 The availability of video evidence which includes footage from bodyworn cameras(BWC),
private and municipal security cameras, and video recorded by witnessesften minimizes
the ambiguity of the events underlying the allegationInthe first half of 2018, 58% of
Al 1T ACAOETT O xEOE OEAAT AOEAATAA xAOA Al T OAA
unfounded) compared t044% without video. The Board substantiated29% of full
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investigations with video evidence compared to 3% where there was no video evideoe
(pageb3).

SECTION7: BODY-WORNCAMERAS

l

By the first half of 2018, the NYPD hdrolled out BWGto at least one tour of duty abl
different precincts citywide (Page56). In the first half of 2018, the CCRB requested BWC
footage in611 complaints. Thenumber of footage requestds sure toincreaseA O OE A
program expands inthe latter half of 2018 to provide BWCs tathousands more MOS on
patrol assignments(page58).

SECTION8: OUTREACH

T

In the first half of 2018, the Outreachand Intergovernmental AffairsUnit gave523
presentations (page59). Most presentations were given at community board meetings
(14%) and libraries (14%) (page60).

SECTION9: NEW INITIATIVES

T

In January 2018, the Board implemented a pilot program of its Disciplinary Framework, a
non-binding matrix designed to guide Board Panel discussions on disciplinary
recommendationsfor substantiated casesUse of the Framework does not impact whether a
complaint will be substantiated by the Boarad itis usedonly in caseswhere misconduct
hasbeen substantiated The goal of the Framework is to achieve consistent and fair
discipline recommendations for both civilians and members of service. The Framework
outlines six allegation types that if substantiated? typically would result in the Board
Panel recommendingChargesand Specifications, the most severe level of disciplineThese
allegations include chokeholds, strip searches, warrantless entries, offensive tarage,
excessive force with serious injury, and sexual misconduct. In additipthe Framework
OOOOAOO0OAO AEOAOOOET T AOT O1,Kanpandthe@otaitytofitie O
circumstances of the case. During the initial six months of thel@t program, the Framework
has led to more consistent recommendations dthargesand Specifications. The pilot
program will continue through the end2018, after which, the Board will determine whether
to adopt the Framework as a permanent part of its review process.

In the first half of 2018, following a vote by the Boardthe CCRBnitiated a two-phase
program for investigating allegations of sexuaiisconduct This ation makes the CCRB a
pioneer among law enforcement oversight agencies in the United States. Phase ®@uelves
sexual harassmengallegations, Phase Twawill involve sexual assaul@llegations. During the
first half of 2018, investigators received trainirg onhandling sexual harassmengllegations,
and began investigating Phase One complaints. The CQRBently is developing a plan to
train and equip investigators to handle Phase Two complaints (pad®).

In April 2018, trainers from the Perception Institute (https://perception.org ) conducted an
implicit bias training with all CCRB staff. The trainingwhich the Agency intends to makex
regular component of the staff training protocolcovered theeffects ofimplicit bias in
society and the workplace. The training incorporated CCR#&pecific case studies and
included discussions on practicasolutions for identifying when AT E 1 A BRdERIY 55 |
compromised and how to mitigate biases (pagé2).
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INTRODUCTION THE BOARD ANDAGENCYOPERATIONS

The Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) is an agency of the City of New Yhinkas made
independent from the New York City Police Department (NYPR)nd established in itscurrent all-
civilian form in 1993. The Board inestigates, mediates, and prosecutes complaints of misconduct
that members of the public file against uniformed members dhe NYPD within four jurisdictional
categories:Force, Abuse of Authority, Discourtesy, or Offensive Language (FADO)

The Board consists of 13 members who are all appointed by the Mayor. The City Council designates
five Board members (one from each borough); th€olice Commissioner designates three; and the
Mayor designates five, including the Chair of the Board.

members must live in New York City. No member of the Board may have a law enforcement
background, except te membersdesignated by thePolice Commissioner, whomust haveprior
experience adaw enforcementprofessionals No Board member may be a public employee or serve
in public office. Board members serve thregear terms, which can be renewed. They receive
compensation on a persession basis, although Board nmbers may choose to serve pro bono.

Board members review and make findings on all misconduct complaints once they have been fully
investigated. From 1993 to 2013, when the Board found that an officer committed misconduct, the

case was referred to theéPolice Commissioner with a discipline recommendation. Pursuant tca

Memorandum of Understanding(MOU) between the CCRB and the NYPD (effective April 11, 2013),

in most cases where the Board recommends th&hargesand Secifications be brought against an

officer, the prosecution is handled by a team of attorneys fromth@CRB O ! Ail ET EOOOAOE OA
Prosecution Unit. Substantiated cases in which the Board recommends discipline other than

Chargesand Soecifications (e.g.Instructions, Formalized Training) are still referred directly to the

Police Commissioner.

SemtAnnual Repor2018 Page |/



SECTIONL: COMPLAINTACTIVITY

CCRBCOMPLAINT INTAKE

For most New Yorkers, contact with the

o _ ! (FADO) jurisdiction are investigated by the
Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB)

begins when they file a complaint alleging CCRB.

police misconduct. This sectioncoversthe In the first half of 2018, the CCRB received
number of complaints received and their 2,177 complaints within its jurisdiction (Fig.
characteristics. 01). This is adecreasefrom the 2,266

Al laint inst New York Citv Poll complaints received inthe first half of 2017.
complaints against New York City Police As depicted in Fig. 02, the number of

z?p%tz?tﬁ\(l\_lAYP[é)?eém;) ersgfée'r&vme are o 5 complaints rec%\vedﬂlci)ctuates bymontl‘i and
## © C%las séaéo@a' patErhs, witﬁllgN%AEan rsgof

System, but cinlx co Tp[aints t_hat‘ fa}” wiEhin o ,cxmplaints received.in late.fall and winter
thA | CAT AU60O &I OAAn ' AGQA A 'OOET OEOUN
Discourtesy, or Offensive Language

Figure 01: Complaints Received Within CCRB Jurisdiction ,2013 z Q1/2 2018
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Figure 02: Complaints Received Within CCRB Jurisdiction by Month , 2016 7 Q1/2 2018
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CCRBMURISDICTION ANDTOTAL FILINGS

Complaints outside ofOE A | CGFADAA U6 O
jurisdiction are referred to the governmental
entities with the jurisdiction to process them.
The two NYPDunits that are the primary
recipients of CCRB referrals are the Office of
the Chief of Department (OCD), which
investigates alleged lowerlevel violations of
the NYPD Patrol Guide, and the Internal
Affairs Bureau (IAB), which is tasked with
investigating allegaions like corruption or
criminal behavior. Individuals whose
complaints are referred by the CCRB are
mailed a tracking number so that they can
follow up ontheir complaints with the
appropriate agency.

Figure 03: Complaints Received Within All Jurisdictions

2,740 (48%)

2,391 (43%%)

2,432 (50%)

2,330 (41%)

1,946 (40%%)

(90 - 400 (995

HE8 (09%) 395 (8%) (Fie)

B3 (%) 90 [2%) 113 (2%)

Q1/2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1/2 2017
OcD CCEEB IAB

2,266 (43%)

Examples of complaints the CCRB jint

receivethat AT 11T O EAIT 1T xEOEEI
jurisdiction include: 1) complaints against
Traffic Enforcement Agents and School Safety
Agents; 2) complaints against an NYPD officer
involving a summons or arrest dispute that
does not include a FADO allegion; 3)
complaints against an NYPD officer involving
corruption; and4) complaints against
individuals who are notmembers of the

NYPD such asstate police or members of
federal law enforcementincluding the

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and) S.
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE)
In the first half of 2018, 58% of complaints
OAAAEOAA AEA 110 FAEAII
jurisdiction (Fig. 03).

, 2016 7 Q1/2 2018

2,458 (46%%)
2,345 (46%%)

St et 2,177 (42%)

525 (10%%) A0T (1005

115 (2%%) 114 (2%}

Q3/4 2007 Q1/2 2018
Other Rafans:l Mo Juisdietion
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PLACEAND MODEOFFILING

Most of the complaints filed within the
##2" 60 EOOEOAEAOQEIT
The Agency also receives a high number of
complaints from IAB. As depicted in Fig. 04,
there has beemnincrease in the nunber of
complaints made directly to the CCRB
betweenthe first half of 2017 and the first
half of 2018.

The Agency idetter ableto fully investigate

A O Acordpfaifitd hénkhiy afelfilédd directly with
DOi AAROOAA AEOAAODI U AU OtheflCCrRBAEIR. 255, Wheh dodplaititd arehdt E O 8

filed directly with the CCRB, the Agencynust
make initial contact with the
complainant/victim , who maynot have been
informed by other agencies that the
complaint was referred to the CCRB for
investigation.

Figure 04: Complaints Received by Complaint Place, Q1/2 2017 and Q1/2 2018

Total Intake Within CCRE Jurisdiction
Q1/2 2017 Q1,2 2018 Q1722017 Q1/2 2018
3774 3,925
(72%) (76%)
1,200 1,108 1.026 1205 B}
3 409 - (35%) 883
(23%) [49%)  (45%) (419%)
134 87
(6%%) (4%%)

B ccre [ 2B

[ Other

Figure 05: Complaints within CCRB Jurisdiction by

Complaint Mode, Q1/2 2018

6 6
8 (1%) (0%)
%)

325
(27%)

[ Phosne [l In-pesson [[] Other
[] On-line Website [mpent

Most complaints are filed with the CCRB
by phone, either during businesshours or
via the Agency CalProcessing Center,
which handles calls after business hours
(64%), followed by the CCRB website
(27%), andin-person visits (7%) (Fig. 05).
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LOCATION OFINCIDENTSRESULTING INCOMPLAINTS

In the first half of 2018, 3246 of the

complaintsreA AEOAA xEOEET OEA ##2" 80
jurisdiction stemmed from allegedincidents

that occurred in Brooklyn, which is home to

approximately 31% of theCE OU8 O D1 BO1 AQET 1

(Fig. 06).1 Both the Bronx and Manhattan had

complaint numbers that were

disproportionately higher than their

respective populations while the complaint

numbers in Queens were disproportionately

lower. Incidents occurring in the Bronx a

borough which is home to 17%of the CE OU 8 O

residents,made up D% of complaints.

Incidents occurring in Manhattancomprised

25% of complaints,though only 19% of New

91T OE6 O OAOGEAAT OQuedn&i®A ET - AT EAOOAT 8
home to 27% of New York¢ E Qoopail&lion,

but only 18% of complaints stemmed from

this borough in the first half of 2018.2

1 City demographic data was drawn from the
United States Census by totaling the 2017
population estimates for the five counties that
make up New York City (Bronx, Kings, New
York, Queens, and Richmond). Census data is
available athttp://factfinder.census.gov/ .
23 0A0AT )OI AT A 1T AEAO OB ¢b 1T &£ OEA AEOUGO
population.
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Figure 06: Complaints Received within CCRB Jurisdiction by Borough, Q1/2 2018

3oy

St:ﬁen Island
/[ 99
(5%)

Fy-
{ g

Number of Complaints Received

4EA ##2" 80 x A kauedhupdatedintePebtifedComplaint Activity Mapthat provides
information on complaints by precinct of occurrences In the first half of 2018, as in many prior
years,the 750 precinct in Brooklyn generated the highest number of complaintdlowever,
standardizing the number of complants by residential population allows for more accurate
comparisonsbetween precincts.The highest rate of complaints irthe first half of 2018 occurred in
the 25t Precinctin Manhattan, which hada complaint rate of10 per 10,000 residents compared
with the 7500 OA A E T A Goirper @0{0G0Residers 4 The second highestomplaint rate for the

s oA A A =

residents. The map inFig.07 depicts the relative complaint rates in individual precincts, whileaw
number and rate ofcomplaints received within each precinct are listed irFig.08.5

Map and other data relevant to complaints and allegations.

4 Precinct population estimates are drawn from the 2010 Census, the most recent year for which detailed
block-level population data is availableCensus data isvailable athttp://factfinder.census.gov/ .

5 According to the 2010 Census, there are 25 people living within the boundaries of the®Precinct (Central
Park Precinct), which is why the rate per 10,000 resigints depicted in Fig. 08 is so high. For ease of viewing,
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Figure 07: CCRBComplaint Rates by Precinct, Q1/2 2018
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data from the 220 Precinct has been removed from Fig. 07.
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Figure 08: CCRB Complaints Received per Precinct of Occurrence, Q1/2 2017 and Q1/2 2018 ¢

Q1/Q2 2017 Q1/Q2 2018 Q1/Q2 2017 Q1/Q2 2018
Complaints Complaints Complaints Complaints
Complaint | per 10,000, Complaint | per 10,000} Complaint | per 10,000, Complaint | per 10,000
Precinct| Count residents Count residents |Precinct| Count residents Count residents

1 10 1 21 3 67 51 3 47 3
5 22 4 18 3 68 29 2 16 1
6 25 4 28 4 69 21 2 33 4
7 23 4 22 4 70 40 2 38 2
9 19 2 34 4 71 33 3 30 3
10 19 4 19 4 72 23 2 16 1
13 31 3 15 2 73 50 6 61 7
14 35 7 45 9 75 84 5 82 4
17 11 1 10 1 76 27 6 16 4
18 34 6 41 8 77 43 4 50 5
19 28 1 23 1 78 11 2 11 2
20 15 1 1 79 33 4 41 5
22 1 400 1 400 81 29 5 40 6
23 41 6 32 4 83 30 3 24 2
24 14 1 22 2 84 37 8 36 7
25 36 8 48 10 88 24 5 15 3
26 15 3 11 2 90 15 1 20 2
28 30 7 29 6 94 7 1 13 2
30 21 3 15 2 100 9 2 12 3
32 55 8 31 4 101 46 7 48 7
33 19 2 24 3 102 24 2 20 1
34 27 2 38 3 103 31 3 34 3
40 56 6 47 5 104 17 1 17 1
41 34 7 25 5 105 39 2 43 2
42 44 6 38 5 106 24 2 19 2
43 51 3 30 2 107 29 2 22 1
44 50 3 53 4 108 23 2 10 1
45 18 1 20 2 109 10 0 18 1
46 47 4 42 3 110 17 1 19 1
a7 47 3 40 3 111 8 1 11 1
48 42 5 42 5 112 14 1 15 1
49 20 2 29 3 113 38 3 45 4
50 23 2 15 1 114 46 2 53 3
52 50 4 45 3 115 19 1 8 0
60 39 4 26 2 120 46 4 37 3
61 27 2 25 2 121 26 2 20 2
62 24 1 20 1 122 15 1 23 2
63 16 1 20 2 123 17 2 18 2
66 17 1 12 1

6 According to the 2010 Census, there are 25 people living within the boundaries of thePrecinct (Central
Park Precinct), which is whythe rate per 10,000 residents depicted in Fig. 08 is so high.
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CHARACTERISTIC®FENCOUNTERSRESULTING IN ACOMPLAINT

Figure 09: Top 15 Reasons for Initial Contact, Q1/2 2017 and Q1/2 2018

When a complaint is
investigated, the CCRRBies to
discern the initial reason for
the contact between the
civilian and the officer(s). In
the first half of 2018, the
highest percentage of
complaints received within
OEA ##2" 60 EOOE
stemmed from an officer
suspecting a civilian of a
violation or a crime while on a
public street (Fig. 09.

The CCRB also tracks the
outcome of encounters that
lead to complaints being filed.
In the first half of 2018, more
than half (54%) of complaints
receivedx EOEET OEA
jurisdiction stemmed from
encounters where no arrest
was made or summons issued
(Fig. 10). Thisis
approximately the sameas
the first half of 2017, when
55% of the complaints
received stemmed from

Q1/2 2017

Q1/2 2018

C

ount

Percent of
Total

Count

Percent of
Total

FD suzpected C/V of

violaticn crime - street

e

14%

74

13%

Report of other cuome

17

B

102

D

Moving viclation

161

TV

184

]

Report-dizpute

169

B

138

Other

T

FD =zuzpected C/V of

wiolationcome - auto

&%

Feport-domestic dizpute

3%

PD suspected C/V of
violation crime - bldg

&%

Other miclation of Vehicle & Traffic
Law (VTL)

Execution of search warrant

Emotionally Dizturbed Perzon
(EDF) axded caze

C/W aleeady in cuztody

C/W requested investigation of

CEfTIE

FD suzpected C/V of

violation /crime - =ubway

| S/ mntervened on behalf

of / chzerved encounter w/ 3ed party

Other categodies combined

[51)
=)
L

18%

383

18%

Total

R

[
—_
[£5)

100%%

2.109

1004%

2017 and Q1/2 2018

Figure 10: Outcome of Encounters Resulting in CCRB Complaints, Q1/2

these types ofencounters.

Q1/2 2017 Q1/2 2018
Count Percent of Count Percent of

Total Total
No arrest made or summons issued| 1253 55% 1177 54%
Arrest - other violation/crime 543 24% 599 28%
Moving violation summons issued 125 6% 136 6%
Summons - other violation/aime 90 4% 74 3%
Other VTL violation summons issuef 53 2% 33 2%
Arrest - resisting arrest 40 2% 40 2%
Arrest - assault (against a PO) 42 2% 29 1%
Parking summons issued 34 2% 25 1%
Summons - disorderly conduct 39 2% 12 1%
NA 27 1% 26 1%
Arrest - Obstructing Govt. Admin. 6 0% 11 1%
Arrest - disorderly conduct 8 0% 8 0%
Juvenile Report 5 0% 2 0%
Summons - harassment (against a FO) 1 0% 0 0%
Arrest - harassment (against a PO) 0 0% 1 0%
Total 2266 100% 2173 100%
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NUMBERS ANDT YPESOFALLEGATIONSRECEIVEDAND CLOSED

When a complaint is filed, the claims against
the MOS are considered allegations. An
individual complaint may contain multiple
allegations against one or more officersAs
the investigation continues, different
allegations may be revealed

The most common types of allegations are
Abuse of Authority allegations. Irthe first half

of 2018, Abuse of Authority allegations
comprised more than half 61%) of
allegations closedFig. 11). These types of
allegations have increasedh proportion over
the lastfour years.Force allegationsare the
next most common comprising 24% of all
allegations closed inthe first half of 2018
(Fig. 112).

Figure 11: Types of Allegations Closed, 2016 7 Q1/2 2018

41053570
3,546 (56%0)
34352 (5T%)
1,962 (2795
1,643 (26%4)
1,445 (247 a)
1073 (15%) 962 (15%) 925 [15%)
216 (3% 198 (3%) 227 [4%)
Q172 2016 Q374 2016 Q1/2 2017
Abuse of Authorty Force Diseourtesy

The CCRRulsokeeps track of the specific type

of sub-allegations within each FADO category
(Fig. 12). In the Force category, the

AAOECIT Arbysitalfi OAR O OAT AET
most common allegationreceived by the

CCRB in the first half of 2018This refersto

3,773 (30%) 3,008 (61%4)
B Pk | T
1304 (23%) 1,333 (24%4)
025 (14%%) a
: TO1 (129%)
213 (3%) 168 (3%)
Q3/42017 Q1/2 2018

With respect to the other FADO Categories, in
the first half of 2018, the most common

Abuse of Authority allegatiors were "Refusal
® prévitid name and/or shield” and "Threat

of arrest." The most common Discourtesy
allegation was@ordé(e.g. profanity),

AT T EAEAAO0B6 O ,&ubrlas | £ AT Adedolhtingdor@8eAf those allegationsThe

punching, shoving, kicking, or pushing. lthe
first half of 2018A PEQW OE A A1 Al OAAG
for 77% of all the Force category allegations.

most common Offensie Langiage allegation
x M ADadEatcGuAtiAg for 35% of those
allegations.
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Figure 12: FADO Allegations Received by Type, Q1/2 2017 and Q 1/2 20187
Q1/2 2017 Q1/2 2018 Q1/2 2017 Q1/2 20

. - ::D:- - ::C\f . . . ::G:- - ::c‘:'
Force (F) Allegations Count Total Count Total Abuse of Authority (A) Allegadons | Count Total Count Toral

Fhyzical force 1,240 CE 1,363 Yo Befuzal to provide name, shield mmber 31 12% 479

Gum Pointed 113 Yo 24 e ttop 412 10%% 460 D

Chokshald o4 4% 63 43 Threatof zrrest 20 12% 454

IMNonlethal restraining device 4 e 44 e Entry of Fremizes & [P 442 L

Hitagainstinanimate object &0 4% 45 Wehicle stop 3531 B4 356 T4

Restricted BEreatimg & [P 47 3o Search (of perzon 361 B 333 T4

Wightstickaz club (incl asp & ba] 38 2% 26 1% Porcible Removal to Hospizl 13 [P 232 ¥

Pepper :pmv 7 2% 21 1% Wehicle search 234 S 235 e

Handeuff: too tight 14 1%b 23 1%b Pr:k 260 6% 22T o

Other 3B £ 14 1% Zearch of Premises g [P 200 444

Other blmt inztmoment as a el Threatof foree (rarbzl or phrscal 187 4% 178 4%

Vehiele 11 1%b 8 b Property damapged 110 3 130 3o

Radig as chib & b 3 b Question 110 3 145 o

Gm fired 3

5 % Premize: entered and/or searchad 470 11%% 83 2%

Police shisld & [ 3 [ Oither 148 £ 52 2%

Gim a:z cluk + 0% 1 [ Befuzal to obtzin medical reatmst B 2%

Flazhlightas el 1 e 1 %o Interference with recomdng T3 2% &0

Amimal i (o 1] b Seizure of propeny 32 134 &8

Befuzal to proces:s civilian complamt 6 1% &6
Q1/2 2017 Q1/2 2018 Strip-searched a5 2% 57

Discourtesy (I Yo of Yo of . - 19%, 2
! v ) Count| Count | Gam Drasm 4 1%% 4z
Allegadons T'otal Total

Threztre: removal to hospitl 2 [P 40

Word 923 B4 7B BE%0
Threatto damags /:size propey 5 1% B0 2%

Action 14 13%% 114 - N _
Refuzzl to show search warramt 30 134 0

Geztme 18 2%
Threztof summons - 1% 3%

Fhotography/ Videogeply il 0% 30
Threatto notify ACS 23 1% 30

Demeanor/ons 5

Other

Sex Mizcon [Semuzl Harassment Verbal il [P 23
Q1/2 27 Q172 2018 - .

Befuzal to showarrest warrant o 0% 14

Offensive Language () Ve of % of

. Count | Count | Saarch of FRCOE Aeric 12 1
Allagations o Total o Total Search of recording device 12 14

[ — e Sexual Mizconduoct (Zexm] Humilia tion] ] [P 14

Sex Mizcon (Sexmuzl/Fomantic Propeosition) il 0% 14

Ethnicity 20 169 20 1% BRetaliatory aurmmons 15

Other = &% - 10% Electronic device information deletion 3 [P o

Religion 11 494 14 e Threatre: immigration stziie

Questioned immigration sELE i (P &

]
1

]
o

Sexmz] orientation 20 Yo 12

Phrzical dizzbilitr 3 1% 1 o Body Cavity Searche: i] 0% 4

Retaliatory arest o 0% 4

Gender Identtr il 0% 2

Sex Mizcon (Sexmul Harazzment, Geshre)

Dizzeminated immigration s i) %% 2

Improper dizsemination of medical mfo

YT 1 AOA ¢mpxh OEA ##2" OADPAOAOAA OEA ' AOOA 1T &£ | OOET OE
OAAOAEAAG EIT O O%wl O0OU 1T £ POAI EOAOGG Al Asye@8sAMOAE 1 £ DPOA
improving accuracy of data. This change results in the false appearance of an increase in these allegations
in the first half of 2018. Addition ally, due to the fact that the CCRB only began investigating sexual
misconduct allegations in 2018the absence of these allegations in Q1/2 2017 appears as a zero.
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StopP, QUESTION FRISK ANDSEARCH(SQF) OF PERSONALLEGATIONS

Because of the longstandingublic discussion allegation. Relative to the first half of 2017,
00001 01 AET ¢ 0301 P 0O &OEthekedallegalionsEhAvE declined Sightdy, frsrw 2
keeps track of all complaints containing a 448 to 419 (page 17& Fig. 13)

stop, question, frisk, or search o& person

Figure 1 3: Complaints Received Containing a Stop, Question, Frisk, and Search of Person Allegation ,
2016 -Q1/2 2018

473 O 419
20% == 448 447 19%
396 20% 20%

20%
Q1/2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1/2 2017 Q3/4 2017 Q1/2 2018

CHARACTERISTICS OALLEGEDVICTIMS

The CCRB compares the demographcofile s nonconformingdas an option when

of the alleged victims to the demographics of complainants/victims are reporting their

the Gty as a whole, without controlling for gender, and revised its case management
any other factors such as the proportion of system to generate gender neutral honorifics
encounters with the policeor the number of whenever appropriate, in communications to
criminal suspects.Therace and genderof complainants.10While not depicted in Fig 14
alleged victimsare disproportionate to the due to rounding, Q2% of alleged victims sel
racialandCAT AAO 1 AEAOD 1 A& . Adentified a® §enderoBodriiofning or
population (Fig. 14, next page.8 transgenderin the first half of 2018.The

Agency is committed to working on building
trust with the transgender and gender
nonconforming community, and intendsto
focus additional resources on outreach in
2018 and beyond.

In the first half of 2018, individuals who self
identified as Black made upver half (54%)
of alleged victims, while, accordingo 2017
census estimatesBlack residents make up
only 24%ofthe CEOU8 O BT bOI AOET T
In the first half of 2018, 656% of alleged

victims were male, while men make up only

48% oftheCEOUB O D(Fig A ie@ET 1
page)? In 2017, the Agencyincluded @ender

8 City demographic information is drawn fromthe
2017 United States Census estimatethe most
recent year for which such data is available. All
race demographics are inclusive of Hispanic
oriCET 8 &1 O AgQAI bl Ah O"1 AAE
O"1 AAE (EODPAT EAGOARREASDHA
Census data is available at

ET Al OAAOG AIl OE

http://factfinder.census.gov/ . tmgs ! O OOAEh AT I DPAOEOIT O AAC
9 The census does not count gender, but instead data and census data are not exact.

counts biological s& of respondents (see 10 The number of gender nonconformingand

https://factfinder.census.gov/help/en/gender.h transgender CCRB complainants is less ém 1%.
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Figure 14: Alleged Victim Demographics Compared to New York City, Complaints
Received in Q1/2 2018 11 12

CCRB CCRB
[ Black
. Hispanic . Asian . Female
. White . GMNC [/ Teans

11 The percentages for race of New York City residents do not add up to 100% because the Census allows
respondents to selfreport Hispanic ethnicity separate from race. Someone may, for instance, indicate that
they are both Black and Hispanic. This means thaome individuals are counted in these categories twice.
Since current CCRB race/ethnicity categories are not precisely aligned with Census categories, comparisons
should be made with caution.

12 GNC is an acronym that stands for Gender Naonforming. Trans includes individuals who identify as
Transmen and Transwomen.
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CHARACTERISTICS OBUBJECTOFFICERS

The race and gender makeup of officensho
are the subjectof CCRB complaints largely
reflects the demographic composition of the accounted for 88% of the subject officers in
NYPD as a whole (Fig. 15). the first half of CCREcomplaints and 82% of theNYPD as a

2018, white officers accounted fo’50% of the whole.

subject officers in CCRB complaints arb%
of the NYPD as a whole. Male officers

Figure 15: Subject Officer Demographics Compared to NYPD, Q1/2 2018

NYPD Population

Subject MOS Subject MOS

NYPD Population

[l Biack B white

Hizpanie Asian Female
[T =ep | [

detectives (Fig. 16). Approximately 66% of
these officers had between zero and 10 years
on the job at the time of the incident (Fig. 17).

In the first half of 2018, the CCRB
substantiated allegations against 132 police
officers, 30 sergeants, six lieutenants, and five

Figure 17: Tenure of Active MOS with
Substantiated CCRB Complaints

Figure 16: Rank of Active MOS with
Substantiated CCRB Complaints

Q1/2 2018 Q1/2 2018
Count Count Percent

Police Officef 132 0-3 Years 26 15%
Sergeant 30 4-5 Years 43 25%
Lieutenant 6 6-10 Years 45 26%
Detedtive 5 11-15Yeas 38 22%

16-20 Yeas 12 7%

21+ Years 9 5%
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TOTAL COMPLAINTSAGAINSTACTIVEMEMBERS OFSERVICE(MOS)

As ofJune 30, 2018there were36,529 active MOS on the NYPD rostefhe charts below depics
how complaints are distributed amongMOS

Figure 18: Active MOS with CCRB Complaints

15,145
(41%)
7,653
(21%)
4435
(12%)
R o 3,325
oo (9%)
L5 1,854 ~
(5%) 1272
’—‘ |:-30ﬂ;
0 1 2 3 4 5 >=6

MNumber of Complaints per Officer

Figure 19: Active MOS with Substantiated CCRB

. _ .
Complaints The vast majority of active MOS (90%) have

never hada CCRB complainsubstantiated.
Of all active MOS, ®% have neverbeen the
subject ofa CCRB complaingnd 41% have
been the subject obetween one and three
complaints (Fig. 18). Just under onetenth
(9%) have been the subject okix or more
CCRB complaints=or MOS who have been
the subject of a complaint8% have had one
complaint substantiated, and 208 MOS
(1%) have had three or morecomplaints
substantiated (Fig. 19).

o0y

Number of Substantiated Complaints

W=z
[ >=3
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SECTIONZ: INVESTIGATIONS

Investigations are the core function of the upon which the investigation can proceedthe

Civilian Complaint Review Board (CCRB) ET OAOOECAOGEIT EO 006001 AAOA
Every complaint pasgsthrough the Investigations Division always seeks to keep
Investigations Dvision, even if itultimately is truncated investigations to a minimum; its

resolved through mediation. primary goal is to complde full and fair

At the beginning of an investigation, the Investigations.

investigator interviews the complainant and This section covers the performance of the

any witnesses, collects evidence, and Investigations Division and the outcoms of

attempts to identify the police officer(s) complaints made to the CCRB

involved in the encounter. Inmany instances,
OEA 1 /mgsktidsfa@ Orfknown at the
outset of the investigation. Oncaeill the
necessaryinterview s are conductedand the
collectedevidenceis reviewed, the
investigative team makes a recommendation
to the Board.In the majority of cases, ganel
of three Board members comprised ofone
mayoral designee one City Councildesignee
and one Police Commissioner designee
reviews the case and voteon the

)T OAOGOECAOQEI T O $EOEOCET T80 OAATI 1T AT AAQEIT O8
In somecircumstances the full Board will
consider a case3

In order to resolve investigationsfairly and in

accordance withlocal law, the CCRBenerally

needs the cooperation of at least oneivilian

complainant/alleged victim related to the

case.The New York City Chartestatesthat

##2" 60 AET AET CO AT A OAATI 1 AT AAOGETT O AATTTO
OAA AAOA An a®iinkwhrh ¢ompiaii

I O OOA &WheA & ddraplinant/alleged

victim is available for an interview, the

Agency deems the resulting investigation a

O&O0I 1T EIT GldweeEvdn@ET 1 86
complaint is withdrawn or there is no
complainant/alleged victim available for an
interview , andthere is no additional evidence

13 In the first half of 2018, no cases were reviewed
by the full Board.

14 New York City Charter Chapter 1A §
440(c)(1).
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INVESTIGATIONDIVISION PERFORMANCE

The CCRB trackthe amount oftime that it
takes to close a full investigationmeasured

from the date the CCRB receives a complaint

to the datethe complaint is closed by the
Board, and thetime that it takes to close a full
investigation for substantiated cases, which
are typically the most complicated and time
consuming. Inthe first half of 2018, full
investigations were closed in an average of
190 days(Fig. 20). Full investigations that
resulted in at least one allegation being
substantiatedwere closed in an average of
210 days(Fig. 20).

Another key metric is the number of days
before the first civilian and officer interviews
take place. Inthe first half of 2018, the first
civilian interview in a full investigation took
place, on average, 18ays after the CCRB
received the complaint(Fig. 21). The first
officer interview took place, on average, 71
days after the complaint was receivedThese
numbers are higher than they have een in
the recent past. This iglue to several factors
including the Agencyimproving the quality of
video evidenceanalysisby providing
investigators with advanced training in

forensic analyss techniquessOEA " 1T AOAS O

decision to begin investigating dkgations of
sexual misconductyequiring additional
processing time for these cases during the
transition, and due to the NYPD s d enoti

to provide or providing only in a redacted form,

several documents previoustyadeavailable to
the CCRB unaltered.

154 EA  # #hestiGatve frotocols require that
all immediately available video evidence be
analyzed and all relevant documentbe
reviewed prior to conducting subject and
witness officer interviews. The figures in both
Fig. 20 and Fig. 2hre impacted by alays
resulting from the increasedamount ofvideo
evidencethat investigators must reviewand the
time it takesto obtain relevant documents.
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Figure 20: Average Days to Complete a Full Investigation

, Complaints Closed 2016 z Q1/2 2018
210

175 180
_.____‘___._---—‘-'-—------1E:‘[:|
139 4 . 162
__._---'"_——-._-]EIS_
129 135
Q1/2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1/220M7 Q3742017 Q1/2 2018

. Full Investigation

Substantisted Investigation

Average days excludes-agpened cases and cases that have been placed on hold by the District Attorney.

Figure 21: Average Days to First Interview ( Full Investigations) , Complaints Closed 2016 7 Q1/2 2018

52 52
1a 15
Q1/2 2016 Q3,/4 2016

NYFPD Offices

Complainant COr Witness

33

16

Q1,2 2017

71
61

Q3/4 2017 Q1/2 2018

Average days excludes-apened cases and cases that have been placed on hold by the District Attorney.

CASERESOLUTION ANONVESTIGATIVEOUTCOMES

A CCRB complaintan be resolved in a
number of ways The complaint may be fully
investigated, mediated, closed as a truncated
investigation, or closed after mediation is
attempted. Thereare also a small number of
miscellaneous closureswhich include
administratively -closed complaints and
complaints in which the subject officer left

the Department before an investigation could
be completed.

An investigation is truncated whenit is closed
without a full investigation (generally
becausethe complainant withdraws the
complaint, the complainant is uncooperative

or unavailable,or the victim could not be
identified).16 OMediation attempteddis a
designation for a case in which both the
officer and the civilian agree to mediate, but
the civilian either fails to appear twice fora
scheduled mediation session or fails to
respond to attempts to schedule a mediation
session and does not request that the cadse
sent back for a fullinvestigation.

For complaints closed inthe first half of 2018,
30% of complaints were fully investigated
and 57% were truncated (Figs. 22 & 23)The
majority of truncations (55%) are closed as

16 Miscellaneous closures are not included in the
truncation rate.
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O#1 1 bl AET AT OT6 EAOQEIT ¥ 7 E Qlitightd©, their attorney advises against
51 AT 1T b A@®id O ik occursin cases

in which the investigator madeinitial contact
with the complainant, victim, or witness but
was unable to obtaineither an official
statementor other evidence

In 2018, the CCRB began tracking cases that
were withdrawn by complainants or victims
upon the advice ofcounsel Sometimes when

a complainant isinvolved in criminal or civil

Figure 22: Case Resolutions, 2016 7 Q1/2 2018

making sworn statements in another venue
until the conclusion of thecourt case Whena
complaint is closed due to pending litigation
CCRB investigatorsvill periodically check
court records to determine if the case has
ended, and if so, attempt to reconnect with
the complainant. In the first half of 2018, the
CCRB reopened12 cases that had previously
been closed due to pending litigation.

Q1,2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1/2 2017 Q3/4 2017 Q1,2 2018
e of e of e of e of Yo of
Count Total Count Totsl Count Total Count Total Count Total
Truncated 1,285 34%% 1,132 35%% 1,112 57% 1,132 54%% 1,110 57%%
Full Investigation B19 35% G953 34%% ) 34%% G683 33% 503 0%
Mlediztion Attempted 120 5% 107 5% B2 4% 131 6%% 132 T%%
hlediated 112 %% o6 5% 91 3% 113 3% 120 6%
Mlize. Closuze 32 1% 22 1% 17 194 z7 194 2 0%
Figure 2 3: Truncation s and Full Investigations , 2016 7 Q1/2 2018
1,285 1,132 1,112 1,132 1,110
319 695 663 583 503
Q1/2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1/2 207 Q3/4 2017 Q1/2 2018
Trsncated Full Investiration

SemtAnnual Repor2018

Page pR7



Figure 24: Truncations by Type , 2016 z Q1/2 2018

QL22016 Q3/4 2016 QL22017 Q42017 QL2201

. Alleped Victim Unidentified . Unarailable . Uncocperative
. Clozed — Pending Litigation . Complaint Withdravwn

Complaints filed directly with the CCRB are In some casespther agencies do not notify
less likely to be truncated than complaints complainants and victims that their

that are referred to the CCRBy another complaint was referred to the CCRB. This can
agency(Fig. 25). When complaints are filed cause coffusion, and may reduce the
elsewhere, it is often difficult for the CCRB to likelihood that complainants will cooperate
make contact with the complainant or victim. when contacted byCCRB investigators.

Figure 25: Truncation Rates by Place of Filing, 2016 z Q1/2 2018

QL22016 Q3/4 2016 QL22017 Qi/42017 QL/22018

I 1aB | Other M ccre
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The Agencyis dedicatedto lowering the
truncation rate, where possible, and initiated
several steps towardachievingthat goal in
the first half of 2018. The CCRB beaan 1)
increasingoutreach effortsin precincts with
high rates of police interactions but
incongruously low rates of complaintswhich
will help community members better
understand the CCRB investigative process
and 2) examiring how outreach efforts may

that traditionally havehadlower rates of
reporting misconduct, such as youth people
who are transgender andor gender

nonconforming, and the homeless. Finally, the

CCRE:ontinues to becommitted to working
with agencies that refer complaints to the
CCRBn order to improve interagency
communication with complainantswho may
be unaware that their allegations were
referred.

be better targeted to vulnerable communities

COMPLAINT ANDALLEGATIONDISPOSITIONS FORULLY INVESTIGATEDCASES

To understand the data presented in thefollowing sedion, it is important to understand the CCH3
terminology used indetermining complaint and allegationdispositions.

Allegations that are fully investigated by the CCRB generallyselt in one of five outcomes:

A An allegation issubstantiated if the alleged conducis found to have occurred and
be improper based on a preponderancefdhe evidence.

A An allegation isexonerated if the alleged conduct is found to haveccurred but was
not found to be improper by a preponderance of the evidence.

A An allegation isunfounded if the alleged conduct is found not to have occurred by
preponderance of the evidence.

A An allegation is closed asfficer unidentified if the CCRB was unable to identify
any of the officers accused of misconduct.

A An allegation isunsubstantiated if there is not enough evidence to determine
whether or not misconduct occurred by a preponderance of the evidence

The disposition of a fullyinvestigated complaint depends on the disposition of the fully
investigated allegations within the complaint:

A A complaint is substantiated if any allegation within the complaints substantiated.

A A complaint is exonerated if all the allegations made against identified officers are
exonerated.

A A complaint is unfounded if there are no substantiated or unsubstantiated
allegations and there is at least one unfounded allegation.

A A comphintis closed as officer unidentified if the CCRB was unable to identify any
of the officers accused of misconduct.

A A complaint is unsubstantiated if there are no substantiated allegations and there is

at least one unsubstantiated allegation.
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CASEABSTRACTS

The following case abstracts are taken from complaints closed in the first half of 2018 anc
serve as examples of what the differentasedispositions mean in practice:

1. Substantiated

An officer pushed and struck a man in the face several times. It is undisputtt the man
was intoxicated and consuming alcohdh a public spaceAfter interacting with the man
severaltmesh OEA 1T ££EAAO bl OOAA OE A dhinkih thehestA A
multiple times while O A U B/Wh@tfare y®u going to do@To which the man replied,

O.1 OEETC8 )61 CiTiA OAEA iU OEAEAOG Al A
officer struck the man in the face five times and placed him in custy. The officer said he
pushed the man because he did not want the man to get close to hiHe also said thathe
man punched him in the face firstVideo evidence confirned thatthe man did not resist the
officer aside fromplacing his hand in the air when he wasshoved, and blocking his head
with his handswhen the officer stuck him with a closed fist. The investigation determined
the force used by the officer was more thawasreasonable to gain control of the man. As &
result, the Boardsubstantiated a force allegationagainst the officer

2. Exonerated

Officers entered and searched an apartmemtursuant to a valid search warrant The
warrant allowed them to search the property, arrest one of the individuals who resided at
the location, and seize evidnce. Officers apprehended the individual named on the
warrant, who was present in the apartmentand seized evidence. Given that the officers
executed the warrant in accordance with the law, the entry to the residence, the
subsequent search of the premisg and the seizure of property were lawful. As a result, th
Board exoneratedthe entry and search allegationsagainst the officers

3. Unfounded

An individual was exiting a subway statiorand as he approached aemergency exit gate
an officer allegedly pushed his head into the gate causing him to fall to the ground. The
officer allegedly punched and kicked the individual, causing injiees for which the
individual allegedly received medical treatment. The individual provided inconsitent
statements to medical personnel an€CCRBnvestigators. An MTA employee who
witnessedthe incident, stated that he called 911 to report that the individual was sleeping
on the station platform. According to the MTA employee, the individual was unddto
provide officers with his identification or MetroCard, and he was escorted out of the
officers used force during the incident. The officeralsodenied that they used force. Based
on the consistentstatements from theofficers and the independent witness the Board
determined that the force allegationswere unfounded.

4. Officer Unidentified

A man said he was driving his vehicle and found the road closed due to a paraie officer
directed all traffic to turn left onto a detour. The man turned leftas instructed, butthen

)

D

OEAOAI

briefly idled on the corner. The officer allegedly used profanity and told the man to keep
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moving. The man recorded the incident via a dashboard camelaEA OEAAT 8 O |AOD
captured the discourteous statementshut the recording produced a pixelatedinage that
madeOE A 1 fBEEEhAIACA@ [@ight, name plate, and shield number indiscernible.
Fifteen commands and several hundred officers werassigned tothe parade. With no
adequate basis to determinavhich of those officersmade the discourteousstatement, the
investigation wasunable toidentify a subject officer. As a result, the Board closed the
complaint as officer unidentified.
5. Unsubstantiated
Officers arrested an individualpursuant to an arrest warrant. The individual alleged that
when he questioned his arrest and asked why he needed to enter the police vehicle, the
officers responded using profanity. The officeranterviewed acknowledged that the
individual resisted their efforts to place himinto the police vehicleg but none of them
recalled anyofficers usingprofanity. Due to the conflicting statements and absent
additional evidence, the investigation was unable to determine if the officers used
profanity during the incident. As a result, the Board unsubstantiated the discourtesy
allegation.
DisPOSITION OFCOMPLAINTSAND ALLEGATIONS
Over the lastthree half-year periods, the 43% were closed on the nerits, d which 19%
substantiation rate (the percentageof full were substantiated, 86 were unfounded, and
investigations in which the Board votedo 16% were exonerated (Fig. B, next page.
subst.antcljat? a;llezisig;e Iall.leg;flon) r;as A complaint may contain one or more
rehmame bs a ga il ( 'gr; , next pagg. ¢ allegations. The complaint disposition is a
The un.su EFaEtﬂlat';n re;te(t Iedperc(;entagg 0 composite of the dispositions of all the
ca;]sei mvr\]/ 'C” € doa.r coud notdetermine distinct allegations within the complaint. In
whether t_ € afleged miscon uct occurred addition to complaint dispositions, the CCRB
was 4% in the first half of 2018.17 . I o
also tracks the disposition of each individual
When a complaint is closed with a disposition allegation. Of the allegations closed itie first
of substantiated, unfounded or exonerated, it half of 2018, 50% were closed on the merits
EO AAAI AA O1 AA A OEET AdEwnhigh 10% weteBubstdntihied: Bhwere
is in contrast to complaints closed as unfounded, and 326 were exonerated (Fig.
unsubstantiated or officer unidentified. Of the 27, next pagg.18
complaints closed inthe first half of 2018,
17 As a point of comparison to other NYPD
oversight, in calendar year 2015 and the first
eight months of 2016 the Internal Affairs )
"OOAADOO OAOCEI 6O AAOAOh OAT OOOPOEITT 6 AAOAON
had an 8.5% substantiation rate, a 16.5%partial
substantiation rate, and a 50.8% 18 A low substantiation rate for allegations is not
unsubstantiation rate. See the 18 Annual unusuak in order to consider all possible
Report of the New York City Commission to allegations, investigators thoroughly document
Combat Police Corruptia, eachallegation separately, though upon a full
http://www1 .nyc.gov/assets/ccpc/downloads/ investigation, not all of these allegations can be
pdf/18th -Annual-Report.pdf. proven.
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Figure 26: Disposition of Fully Investigated Complaints , 2016 7 Q1/2 2018

Q1/2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1/2 2017 Q342017 Q1/2 2018
|| Officer Unidentified [ Unfounded || Exonerated || Substantiated [ Unsubstantiatd

Due to the reconsidration process, counts for 202Z018are subject to change. See Sectin
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Figure 27: Disposition of Fully Investigated Allegations , 2016 - Q1/2 2018

399%)

Q1/2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1/2 2017 Q3/4 2017 Q1/2 2018

[7] Unfounded || Officer Unidentified = Substantisted

. Exzonerated . Unsubstantiated

Due to the reconsideration process, counts for Ze4018are subject to chnge. See Sectidn

OTHERMISCONDUCTNOTE
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Where aCCRBnvestigation revealsevidence of possiblenisconductthat £ZAT 1 O T OOOE AA
jurisdiction, as defined in Chapter 18A 8§ 440 (c)(1) of the New York City Charter, the Board notes
OEA QIEGEANG AOADSG j / - . qhNYROoAfurtded ibviesigation dadposéitile OE A
disciplinary action. OMN allegationsshould not be confused with allegations of corruptioror

potential criminal conduct, which are referred tolnternal Affairs Bureau. Figure 28 lists the top

categories of OMN referrals over the past five years.1 1 £#£ZEAAO08 O EAEI OOA Oi

encounter or other activity in his or her memo book as required by the Patrol Guiéeaccounted for
69% of all OMN allegations in caseclosed inthe first half of 2018.

Figure 28: Other Misconduct Noted, 2016 z Q1/2 2018

QLI 2016 Q34 2016 QLI 2017 Q342017 QLI 2018
205
(64%%)
177
169 (72%)
(67%%)
143
(69%%)
120
(63%)
GG
(21%)
=3
(21%)
(20* 5 (1 B° o;
(14%%)
r‘ u) (ﬁo.r\ l:BoJ”\
4
I:Zn Yo} [:zw\. (3"‘” Zw\
- B =
[l Failuee to prepare 2 memo book entry [ Orther || Failure to docnment strip search

[7] Failnee to produce stop and fosk ceport [} Falze official statement

19 hitp ://wwwl.nyc.qgov/assets/nypd/downloads/pdf/public _information/public __-pguidel.pdf
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SECTION3: DISCIPLINARYPROCESS

DISCIPLINARYPROCESS AND THE # 2 SABMINISTRATIVE PROSECUTIONJUNIT (APU)

When the Civilian Complaint Review Board
(CCRB) substantiates an allegation of
misconduct, it initiates a disciplinary process
that ultimately leads to the penalty, if any,
that the member of service (MOS) will face.
Although the CCRB can recommend the
discipline that it deems appropriate, under
the New York City Chartey New York City
Administrative Code,and New York State
Civil Service Lawo, the Police Commissioner
has final approval over MOS disciplineThe
Commissioner can accept, reject, or modify
any discipline recommendation made by the
CCRB.

20 NYS Civil Service Law 78 3-a.
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For each allegation of misconduct, the Board recommends one of five basic types of discipline, listed
below in ascending order of severity:

1. Instructions :guidance issued by @&ommanding officer.

2. Formalized Training : given at the Police Academy or the Legal Bureau.

3. Command Discipline A : issued by the commanding officer and may include
a penalty ranging from instructions up to the MOS forfeiting five vacation
days?t ACommandDIOAEDI ET A I EO AOOI T AGEAAT T U OAI T OA
Central Personnel Index after one yea?

4. Command Discipline B : issued by the commanding officer and may include
a penalty ranging from instructions up to the MOS forfeiting 10 vacation days.
A MOS can requeghat a Command Discipline B be removed fromhis or her
Central Personnel Index after three years.

5. Charges and Specifications : leadsto a prosecutorial process in which a MOS
may either enter a guilty plea or go to trial before the NYPDeputy
Commissioner of Trials (DCT) or an Assistant Deputy Commissioner of Trials
(ADCT), who makes auilty or not guilty determination. In all cases, the
Police Commissioner has final approval of all dispositions, but generally
follows the recommendationof the DCT or ADCR

200ET O O ¢mpth OEA "TAOA AEA 110 AEOOEI COEOE AAOxAAI
4EA Al OOAODPI T AEI ¢ AEOAEDI EI AoOU OAAT T 1T AT AAGETT xAO OEI
22 A Central Personnel Indexis0$ DA OOT 11T Al OAAT OAS8

23n 2017, thePolice Commissioner dismissed the trial verdict in four cases (4%, Fig. 34 on p. 35).
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OVERVIEW OFDISCIPLINARYPROCESS

When theBoard recommendsinstructions,
Formalized Training, or Command Discipline

against a MOS, that recommendation is sent

operational in 2013. The development of the

105 ET AOAAOAA Odefningt 2" 8 O

discipline for officer misconduct.

Oi OEA $APAOOI AT O ' AOT AAOAGO / £AFZEAA j$!/ Q8

The DAO is the unit within the NYPD that
reviews these types of disciplinary
recommendations andrecommends to the
Police Commissioner whether to impose or
modify the discipline recommended by the
CCRB.

When theBoard recommendsChargesand
Soecifications, the substantiated allegations
are prosecuted by the APU, which became

CCRBDISCIPLINARYRECOMMENDATIONS

Under the terms of aMOUsignedin 2012
between the CCRB and the NYPD, and in
effect since 2013, the APU prosecutes
misconduct before theDCTor ADCT The
MOScan accepta pleaoffer from an APU
prosecutor in lieu of atrial. If the MOS
chooses to go to trialand is found guilty, the
trial commissioner will recommend a penalty.
The Police Commissioner may accept, reject,
or modify any plea ortrial verdict.

In the first half of 2018, the Board
substantiated 114 complaints against173
police officers(Fig. 29. This is downslightly
from the first half of 2017, when the Board
substantiated 131 complaints against190
police officers. A single substantiated
complaint may contain substantiated
allegations against more than one officer.

In the first half of 2018, the Board
recommendedCommand Discipline for 42%
(72) of the 173 officers against whom there
was a sibstantiated allegation, compared
with 57% in the first half of 2017 (Fig. 30,

next page. The Board recommendedcharges
and Secifications for 28% of officers against
whom there was a substantiated allegation in
the first half of 2018, compared with 8% in
the first half of 2017. As depicted in the

##2" 60 c¢mpyx !'1T1O0A1T 2ADPIT O00h

of cases for which the Board recommends
Chargesand Spoecifications has fluctuated

I OAO OEA DPAOO AEOA UAAOON

rate approximating the five-year average of
34%. The Agency attributes thisreturn to the
medianto the pilot program of the CCRB
Disciplinary Framework (see Section 9).
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Figure 29: Complaints Substantiated & Officers with Substantiated Allegations , 2016 7 Q1/2 201824

318
@
193 190
[ ] @ ® 170 173
209 ' @ @
133 131 130 114
Q1/2 2016 Q3/4 2016 Q1722017 Q3/4 2017 Q1/2 2018
B Eobstantiated Comgplaints [] Cfficess with Substantiated Allegations

Figure 30: Board Recommendations for Officers with Substantiated Allegations, 2016 z Q1/2 201825

QL2 2016 Q3/4 2016 QL2 2017 Q3/4 2017 QL2 2018

|| Charges || Command Disciplina || Formalized Training [ Instructions

24 Due to the reconsideration process, counts for the first half of 2018 are subject to changee Section 3.
25 Due to the reconsideration process, counts for the firstdif of 2018 are subject to changésee Section 5.
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NYPDDISCIPLINARYDECISIONS

There are two paths for discipline after the
Board substantiates misconduct, depending
on the type of discipline recommended for
the officer. The DAO handles cases where the
Board recommends Command Discipline,
Formalized Training, orlnstructions. The APU
handles casesvhere the Boardrecommends
Chargesand Secifications.

When a substantiated allegation against an
officer is referred to the DAO, th&CCRB
makes a recommendation to thd>olice
Commissioner regarding what, if any,
disciplinary action should be taken. The DAO
OEAT OADPI OO0 OEA #1 i1 EOOETTAOEO EETAI
decision back to the CCRB8.In the first half of
2018, the NYPDtook some form d

disciplinary action against84% of the officers
for whom discipline was recommendecby

the CCRBcompared with 76% in the first half
of 2017 (Fig.31) 27 In cases where the NYPD
pursued discipline, the most common form of
discipline imposed wasFormalized Training
(42%), followed by Command Discipline
(26%).28

26 While the CCRB receives notification of the final
category of discipline, the Agency does not
receive specifics on the penalty that théolice
Commissioner ultimately imposes. For instance,
the NYPD repats to the CCRB whether an
officer was given aCommand Discipline A, but
not the number of vacation daydorfeited.
Similarly, the Agency is made aware of the fact
that training was given to an officer, but not the
exact training module.

27 Prior to 2014, the CCRB did not distinguish
between Instructions and Formalized Training.

28 In a small number of cases, the CCRB does not
recommendChargesand Specificationsn cases
that DAO determines should be tried in an
administrative trial. This may be due tomany
factors including, that the officer rejected a
Command Discipline and elected to go to trial.
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Figure 31: Department | AOT AAOAG O / AZEAA S$EOAEDI ET AQUR201&MET T O

Prior to 2014, the CCRB did not distinguish betwdastructionsand Formalized Training
Administratively closediypically indicates that DAO is already investigating the incident itself.

29 The cases in this table are depicted ihe penalty report date, notthe year in which thecaseswere closed.
In other words, the numbers reported for the first half of 2018 are cases in which NYPD reported final
discipline in the first half of 2018, though the CCRB may have closed these cases in prior years.
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